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REMARKS 

Claims 1-9 and 19-42 are pending in the application, with claims 1, 19, 27 and 35 being 
independent. 

The claims have been rejected under section 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite. 
Claims 1, 19, 27 and 35 have been amended to address the Examiner's concems. In view of 
these amendments, applicant requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection under 
section 112. 

Claims 1, 4-9, 19, 22-27, 30-35 and 38-42 have been provisionally rejected for 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 9 of co-pending U.S. 
Application No. 10/105,282. In making the rejection, the Examiner asserts that the only 
difference between the rejected claims and claim 9 of the '282 appUcation are minor details and 
modifications that would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. AppUcant 
respectfully disagrees. 

Each of independent claims 1, 19, 27 and 35 recites an electrode comprising a first 
conductive layer and a second conductive layer, with each of the first and second conductive 
layers having different widths. For example, claim 1 recites "fomiing a third electrode 
comprising said first conductive layer having a third width that is different firom said first and 
second widths and said second conductive layer having said second width." In order to form the 
electrode having these features, each of a portion of the first conductive layer and a portion of the 
second conductive layer is etched selectively. Applicant requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection because claim 9 of the '282 appUcation does not describe or suggest 
such an arrangement. 

Claim 9 of the '282 application in no way recites the formation of layers having different 
widths. While the Examiner indicates that such different widths would be obvious because the 
layers would have different widths afl;er the different etching steps, this is not the case. For 
example, the second etching step of claim 9 would permit simultaneous etching of the first, 
second and third electrodes such that the resulting fourth, fifth and sixth electrodes would all 
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have the same width, and not the different widths recited in the claims. Accordingly, the 
rejection should be withdrawn for at least this reason. 

Applicant submits that all claims are in condition for allowance. 

Enclosed is a check for $120 for the one month extension of time fee. Please apply any 
other charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 
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